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Abstract

This article complements existing victimological studies on religion by investigating whether reli-
gion promotes or reduces fear of crime in Germany. According to the generalized insecurity
approach and the theory of social production functions, religion and fear of crime are linked via
secularization-induced diffuse insecurities. It is expected that different facets of religion are tied
to fearing crime in different ways because the projection of secularization-induced diffuse insecur-
ities occurs only among those individuals whose religious capital is devaluated. Empirical analyses
of data from the 2021 German General Social Survey reveal that some religious minority groups
are particularly likely to fear crime, religious belief is positively related to fearing crime, and reli-
gious behavior is negatively associated with fearing crime. Additionally, religion can promote fear
of crime equally in East and West Germany. In conclusion, the study emphasizes the significance of
religion in relation to the fear of crime and underscores the benefits of a general theoretical
approach.
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Introduction

Since the recognition of fear of crime as a relevant social problem (Doran and Burgess,
2012), several often-complementary theoretical explanations have been put forward, and
thus, a variety of individual- and contextual-level predictors have been considered to
explain the fear of crime (Ferraro, 1995; Rader, 2017). Among these predictors,
gender, age, and victimization status figure prominently, as do ethnic heterogeneity of
the community, neighborhood disorder, and media coverage. However, in the literature
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on fear of crime, few studies have addressed the role of another powerful force that can
play both protective and detrimental roles in people’s lives: religion (e.g., Pearce et al.,
2019; Smith, 2003). Given the relevance of religion for crime-related attitudes and beha-
viors (e.g., Adamczyk et al., 2017; Montagnet, 2023), the lack of studies exploring the
role of religion in the fear of crime is somewhat surprising. Therefore, the purpose of
this article is to contribute to the open question of whether religion promotes or
reduces the fear of crime. While few existing studies on the topic (e.g., Matthews
et al., 2011; Schwadel and Anderson, 2022) have provided important insights into the
relationship between religion and fear of crime, they lack a general theoretical idea
that can explain empirical findings. This study not only empirically examines the link
between various dimensions of religion and fear of crime, but also introduces a theoretical
approach that guides the empirical analysis.

When theoretically linking religion and fear of crime, I build on an idea proposed by
Furstenberg (1971) and Lotz (1979): fear of crime stems from opposition to ongoing
social change. Therefore, I draw on insights from a theoretical perspective called the gen-
eralized insecurity approach (Gerber et al., 2010; Hirtenlehner and Farrall, 2013), which
is specially designed to explain the fear of crime. Beyond that, my argumentation is inte-
grated into a general theoretical framework called the theory of social production func-
tions (Lindenberg, 1989, 1990), which indicates the conditions under which it is or is
not functional to fear crime. By embedding my reasoning in such a general theoretical
approach, this research adheres to a broader logic that extends beyond the specific scen-
ario under analysis.

Germany is a relevant context for this contribution because fear of crime has recently
been a frequent topic in the media. Since media often exaggerates the frequency and
severity of crime (Warr, 2000), it has the potential to induce fear (Heath and Gilbert,
1996). In Germany, for instance, sensational media coverage took place after the
sexual assaults of women in Cologne on New Year’s Eve in 2015 (DW, 2020) and
after the violent attacks on police officers, firefighters, and rescue forces in Berlin on
New Year’s Eve in 2022 (DW, 2023).

Although religion and fear of crime are frequently researched as individual topics,
there is a lack of research on the influence of religion on fear of crime. Studying fear
of crime addresses an important societal issue because the consequences of fearing
crime are far-reaching. They range from negative effects on people’s mental and physical
health (Stafford et al., 2007) to various constrained behaviors, such as avoidance, protect-
ive, and weapons behaviors (Rader and Haynes, 2014). Despite increasing secularization,
religion is still a meaningful aspect of many people’s lives. Remaining religious in a pre-
dominantly secular society means that one’s own religion may become particularly influ-
ential. Religion is a multifaceted concept, but three aspects are often distinguished (Stark
and Glock, 1968): belonging (religious affiliation), believing (religious beliefs), and
behaving (religious participation). Therefore, distinct hypotheses must be derived and
empirically examined for all associations between the three aspects of religion and fear
of crime.

The current study complements existing victimological analyses of religion in at least
three ways. First, it does so by rigorously deriving testable hypotheses from theory
(Gérxhani et al., 2022; Manzo, 2021). Second, it explores a new country, as previous
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studies have been limited to the United States (Matthews et al., 2011; Schwadel and
Anderson, 2022). Third, it builds on a long tradition of research on the paradoxical
effects of religion, initiated by Allport (1954) and Adorno et al. (1950).

In the following, I briefly recapitulate the current state of research on the relationship
between religion and fear of crime. Subsequently, I present my theoretical argumentation,
which draws on the generalized insecurity approach and the theory of social production
functions. Thereafter, I explain the databases, operationalization of all variables, and ana-
lytical strategy. I then present descriptive results, followed by findings from multivariate
analyses. Finally, findings and implications are discussed.

Religion and fear of crime

Previous research has produced a variety of conceptualizations of attitudes toward
crime.! Fear of crime was originally thought of as unidimensional and was therefore
often measured by one of two so-called standard operationalizations: "How safe do
you feel or would you feel being out alone in your neighborhood at night?’ or ’Is
there any place right around here—that is, within a mile—where you would be afraid
to walk alone at night?’ (e.g., LaGrange and Ferraro, 1989). Due to valid criticism
that these questions might measure a broad range of fears, including some not necessarily
related to crime, a conceptual differentiation followed. Since then, fear of crime has been
considered a multidimensional construct, and various components have been differen-
tiated (Gabriel and Greve, 2003): affective (fear of personal victimization), cognitive
(risk assessment of becoming a victim of crime), and conative (behavioral measures
taken to reduce potential victimization). Because of this inconsistent use of concepts,
the results of previous studies on fear of crime must be interpreted according to the
concept used in each case (for a recent review of literature on fear of crime, see Hart
et al., 2022). The present study focuses on the affective component, which can be con-
sidered the core component.

Most previous literature that touches on fear of crime neglects religious effects or con-
siders religion one of many control variables (e.g., Lotz, 1979; O’Mahony and Quinn,
1999; Shechory-Bitton and Cohen-Louck, 2018). However, several recent studies exam-
ining religion and various crime-related topics in the United States show that religion can
play an important role.

Based on the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent to Adult Health,” a study by
Montagnet (2023) examines the effects of religion on adolescents’ delinquency. She
applies a multidimensional religious measure, including an index of religious salience,
participation in (private and public) religious activities, and frequency of attending reli-
gious services. Her longitudinal analysis reveals that the religiosity—delinquency link is
offense-specific. Religiosity is not associated with violent delinquency, its relationship
with nonviolent delinquency is inconsistent, and it is a protective factor when it comes
to substance use. In their cross-sectional study on how being religious affects punitive-
ness, Seto and Said (2022) use data from the Chapman Survey on American Fears.
They differentiate between two religious measures (affiliation and fundamentalism)
and provide evidence that mainline Protestants and Catholics tend to be more punitive
than their nonreligious counterparts. Fundamentalism is also related to higher
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punitiveness. Johnson and colleagues (2018) investigated religious effects on students’
perceptions of criminal justice effectiveness. Employing a cross-sectional analysis,
they distinguish between three religious measures (affiliation, local membership, and sub-
jective religiosity), and they point to the paradoxical way religion shapes such percep-
tions. While religious affiliation is not associated with perceived effectiveness of
police and courts, local membership is related to both, and subjective religiosity is (mar-
ginally) positively related to perceived court effectiveness. In his study, which was based
on data from the General Social Survey, Yamane (2016) addresses cross-sectional reli-
gious effects on adult handgun ownership. By differentiating between three religious
measures (affiliation, theological conservatism, and religious involvement), he points
out that being an Evangelical Protestant and theological conservatism are positively asso-
ciated with handgun ownership, but religious involvement is negatively associated with
it. Taken together, these studies provide evidence of paradoxical religious effects on
crime-related issues—depending on the respective religious measure, it can play protect-
ive or detrimental roles. Research that explicitly addresses religious effects on fear of
crime is rare. Only two studies (Matthews et al., 2011; Schwadel and Anderson,
2022), both of which were conducted in the United States, empirically investigate the
link between religion and fear of crime.

Matthews et al. (2011) base their work on a relatively small sample (V= 380) drawn
from an area in the state of Georgia with about 650,000 people (West Georgia Area
Survey). They theoretically link religion and (an affective component of) fear of crime
via generalized trust (i.e., trust in unknown others): religion promotes generalized
trust, which in turn limits fear of crime. Nonetheless, the authors explicitly refrain
from hypothesizing whether religion and fear of crime are positively or negatively
related (Matthews et al., 2011: 488). Their findings point to offense-specific fear and
mixed religious effects. People’s religious affiliation is not decisive when it comes to
explaining fears of property crime and violent crime. While the frequency of attending
religious services is negatively linked to the fear of property crime, it is unrelated to
the fear of violent crime.

Schwadel and Anderson (2022) use a representative sample (N=10,676) of the
American adult population (General Social Survey). The authors argue for both a
positive and a negative relationship between religion and fear of crime (captured
by one of the two standard operationalizations). Drawing on attachment theory
(Kirkpatrick, 1992), they posit that religious people value security, which makes
them more fearful of crime. Additionally, informed by terror management theory
(Vail et al., 2010), they contend that religion has a buffering function against fear
of crime. The results indicate that various facets of religion (e.g., affiliation, attend-
ance, prayer, biblical literalism) are (mostly positively) related to fear of crime.
However, these religious effects are mainly attributable to the born-again Christian
identity. Furthermore, religious switching, namely from unaffiliated to affiliated, is
associated with greater fear of crime.

Although these two studies provide valuable insights into whether religion promotes
or reduces fear of crime, they lack a general theoretical approach from which testable the-
ories can be derived.
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Theory and hypotheses

There are plenty of approaches to explaining fear of crime (for a comprehensive review,
see Hale, 1996). They can be grouped into three main perspectives that operate at differ-
ent levels of analysis (Boers, 2003; Gerber et al., 2010). According to the (micro-level)
’victimization perspective,’ fear of crime is largely the result of personal experience with
crime; people who have already been victims of crime are more afraid of becoming
victims again. The (meso-level) ’social control perspective’ emphasizes that fear of
crime is a product of neighborhood characteristics that people associate with crime.
Fear of crime is induced by signs of social disorganization in the immediate environment.
These signs indicate that the community’s ability to regulate people’s behavior is
impaired. In the (macro-level) ’social problem perspective,” fear of crime is either under-
stood as a phenomenon shaped by dramatization of crime in the arenas of media and pol-
itics or it is conceived of as the result of general anxieties and uncertainties in times of
social change.

The theoretical approach underpinning the subsequent empirical analysis aligns with
the last of the three perspectives, dating back to the 1970s (Furstenberg, 1971; Lotz,
1979) and posits that fear of crime results from resistance to social change. Since then,
numerous criminological studies (e.g., Gadd and Jefferson, 2009; Girling et al., 2000;
Hollway and Jefferson, 1997; Jackson, 2004; Sessar, 2010) have agreed with this
assumption. Proponents of the so-called generalized insecurity approach (Gerber
et al., 2010; Hirtenlehner and Farrall, 2013) concur that social transformation presents
a breeding ground for fear of crime. After applying this theory to the relationship
between religion and fear of crime, the theory of social production functions
(Lindenberg, 1989, 1990) serves as a more general theoretical perspective to convey
the broader logic beyond the analyzed scenario.

Religion, social change, and fear of crime

The generalized insecurity approach (Gerber et al., 2010; Hirtenlehner and Farrall, 2013)
is grounded in the notion that fear of crime (specifically, its affective component) stems
from more abstract insecurities about ongoing social change. It suggests that fear of crime
is not merely a specific reaction to objective risks of crime but rather a projection of more
diffuse fears. The roots of this assumption had previously been formulated in the works of
famous social theorists, such as Giddens’ (1990) 'The consequences of modernity’,
Beck’s (1992) ’Risk society,” and Bauman’s (2006) ’Liquid fear’: All three authors
describe the life of individuals in today’s societies as being characterized by various
risks and insecurities that previous generations did not face. The loss of what was
taken for granted affects all areas of life and intensifies individuals’ everyday worries
and fears. In this way, worries and fears are also decoupled from their actual causes,
which explains why people may fear crime even if they have a relatively low risk of
becoming victims. Thus, fear of crime is understood as a by-product of social change,
rendering it not clearly distinguishable from other insecurities.

For religious individuals, a certain aspect of social change should be of particular
importance—secularization. Processes of secularization (i.e., the loss of importance of
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religion in societies), which started in the late 1960s in Germany and continue until today
(Pollack and Pickel, 2007), constitute the breeding ground upon which religious indivi-
duals’ fear of crime can flourish. Being religious and living in an increasingly secular
society can provoke subliminal fears projected onto crime and criminals. Fearing
crime is certainly just one of many consequences that secularization can have for percep-
tions of religious individuals (e.g., secularization is also consequential for anti-immigrant
attitudes and inter-ethnic contact of religious individuals, see Steinmann, 2020, 2023). A
society’s transformation from being overwhelmingly religious to largely secular implies
that most people increasingly agree with more rational interpretations of the world
(Berger, 1967). On the contrary, religious individuals still rely on transcendent explana-
tions to make sense of the world. For them, secularization entails navigating the contra-
diction between a largely secularized environment and the significance of their own
religiosity (Stolz et al., 2016). Since secularization is a rather diffuse process that is dif-
ficult to pinpoint, religious individuals project their fears onto a more specific social
problem (e.g., crime). In this way, their insecurities become nameable, processable,
and sometimes even manageable. Thus, projecting secularization-induced diffuse inse-
curities onto the topic of crime offers a clear benefit for religious individuals—it
serves as a strategy to overcome their insecurities about ongoing social change.
Employing the generalized insecurity approach (Gerber et al., 2010; Hirtenlehner and
Farrall, 2013) has the advantage that two widely shared insights of research on fear of
crime are taken into consideration: Fear of crime (in particular, its affective component)
is a projection of more diffuse fears (Gray et al., 2008), and fear of crime holds a social
meaning (Jackson, 2004). Despite these advantages, based on the above-presented
theory, specifying the (potentially) paradoxical religious effects on fear of crime is not
possible. Thus, the theory of social production functions (Lindenberg, 1989, 1990)
was subsequently applied to clarify the conditions under which it is or is not functional
for religious individuals to fear crime.

Toward a more general theoretical explanation

Building on the idea that religion and fear of crime are linked via secularization-induced
diffuse insecurities and considering insights from the theory of social production func-
tions (Lindenberg, 1989, 1990), differentiated hypotheses can be formulated for each
facet of religion. The main argument to be unfolded hereafter consists of three parts.
First, with the decline of religion in today’s societies, individuals’ religious capital® is
devaluated. Second, not all individual manifestations of religion are equally affected
by secularization. Third, religious belonging, belief, and behavior all have specific
effects on fear of crime. The core of the theoretical argumentation is depicted in Figure 1.

The theory of social production functions (Lindenberg, 1989, 1990) builds on an idea
that was originally formulated in economics. Here, economic production functions are
used to construct a functional relationship between produced goods and their production
factors. Whether the production of goods is successful does not depend solely on a com-
pany’s production factors but also on the conditions over which a company has no influ-
ence (Becker, 1976). Similarly, individual action, driven by the pursuit of utility
production, always takes place under specific social conditions. Whether individuals
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Figure I. A general theoretical explanation linking religion and fear of crime.

can realize their goals depends not only on the capital they utilize but also on society and
its evaluation of this capital as valuable or unvaluable (Lindenberg, 1989, 1990).>

At the core of the theory of social production functions is the notion that people strive
for two ultimate goals (also called fundamental human needs): physical well-being and
social approval. However, these two (higher-order) goals cannot be reached directly.
Instead, they must be established via instrumental goals (also called second-level
needs). There are five instrumental goals—stimulation and comfort are useful for achiev-
ing physical well-being, while status, behavioral confirmation, and affection are helpful
for gaining social approval. For example, stimulation is characterized by arousal-
producing activities, and status refers to the control of scarce resources. Instrumental
goals are generated by individual resources (Ormel et al., 1999), which may include reli-
gious capital. Resources are often multifunctional, meaning that they can be used to
achieve not one but several instrumental goals (Lindenberg, 1996). For instance, religious
capital (e.g., in the form of relationships with fellow believers) may generate arousal
during religious services (i.e., stimulation) and it (e.g., in the form of religious knowl-
edge) may enable control over scarce resources (i.e., status).

Social production functions formulate the relation between the two ultimate goals and
instrumental goals within a given context. In essence, they indicate what and how much
individuals must invest for goals to be successfully realized under specific social condi-
tions. Thus, individuals do not have complete freedom to choose their resources; rather,
they must adhere to context-specific standards (Lindenberg, 1989). The question for indi-
viduals is always which context-dependent resources they should invest in to generate
instrumental goals and maximize physical well-being and social approval. In contexts
where the five instrumental goals cannot be sufficiently realized through religious
capital (e.g., religious capital does not generate arousal during religious services or
does not bring control over scarce resources), there is also an insufficient transformation
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of religious capital into physical well-being and social approval. It follows that individual
resources alone are not sufficient to realize the two ultimate goals—the specific context
co-determines whether the transformation of resources is successful. If an individual’s
religious capital cannot be transformed into instrumental goals (e.g., status or stimulation)
in a specific context (e.g., labor market or family), then there is an insufficient contextual
fit of the individual’s religious resources.

Different social groups are endowed with different resources. Even if religious indivi-
duals do not only possess religious capital, it should still be a decisive factor in determin-
ing the group’s opportunities for action. As previously discussed, the value attributed to a
type of capital in a society determines the benefits individuals can derive from investing
in that capital. Importantly, this value is not static—it can change through social trans-
formation (Esser, 1996; Lindenberg, 1990). Secularization is a process that has a substan-
tial influence on the value of religious capital. The diminishing significance of religion in
today’s societies causes individual religious capital to be devalued, which in turn means it
cannot be transformed as efficiently into physical well-being and social approval.
Different types of capital and group-specific social production functions are thus in com-
petition with each other. While the utility production of one group (e.g., nonreligious)
increases because of social change (e.g., secularization), the utility production of
another group (e.g., religious) decreases. In addition, capital is generally not easily
exchangeable (Ormel et al., 1999). The decision to invest in a certain type of capital
cannot simply be reversed—it has lasting consequences for an individual’s life and the
likelihood that they realize the two ultimate goals. Thus, an investment in religious
capital may not pay off under the conditions of secularization because religious indivi-
duals may struggle to achieve physical well-being and social approval.

Under the conditions of secularization, transforming religious capital becomes more
challenging. The question arises whether secular capital could act as a substitute in
this case. While substituting instrumental goals is possible (Ormel et al., 1999), it is
not readily possible for individual capital, as it often becomes an integral part of an indi-
vidual—the habitus (Bourdieu, 1986). As an individual’s degree of religiosity increases,
the alternative utility production of their secular capital decreases. Thus, for a highly reli-
gious individual, a devaluation of religious capital means questioning the person as a
whole—such a devaluation cannot be easily offset by secular capital.

Secularization does not affect all individual manifestations of religion equally. As
pointed out previously, resources can be valued very differently depending on the specific
context. Accordingly, religious capital should be devalued in the presence of (non-
religious) out-group members but appreciated in the presence of (religious) in-group
members. In essence, religious capital is devalued in secularizing contexts but valued
in religious ones. Thus, whether secularization is consequential for an individual
depends on how well his or her religious capital fits into the context. For all three
common facets of religion—belonging, believing, and behaving (Stark and Glock,
1968)—it is necessary to assess independently whether being religious in a particular
facet is associated with a contextual fit of an individual’s religious capital.

Belonging: For simplicity, members of mainline denominations and members of other
denominations are distinguished from individuals with no religious affiliation. While
secularization devalues religious capital overall, its consequences vary for religious
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groups. Members of mainline denominations form a religious majority in Germany—
despite secularization, they still represent a fairly large group (Miiller and Pollack,
2022: 20.7 million Protestants and 22.6 million Catholics in 2021). Given their substan-
tial size, there should often be a contextual fit of religious majority members’ religious
capital across all contexts. The situation differs for members of other denominations,
which are part of the religious minority in Germany—they are relatively small in
number (Miiller and Pollack, 2022; e.g., 1.8 million members of the Protestant free
church and about 5.5 million Muslims in 2021). Due to their smaller group size, religious
minority members’ religious capital is less likely to fit the context. Hence,
secularization-induced devaluation of religious capital is not as severe for members of
mainline denominations as it is for members of other denominations.

Belief: Currently, religious believers constitute a minority, with approximately 10%
describing themselves as religious or very religious in East Germany and about 20%
in West Germany (Pickel, 2017). The social recognition of their religious capital is
often limited, making it less useful. The more devout individuals are in their beliefs,
the lower the contextual fit of their religious capital. Consequently, the devaluation of
religious capital induced by secularization is severe for religious believers.

Behavior: Those who participate in religious activities are also a minority at present,
with over 70% reporting rare or no attendance at religious services in East Germany and
over 50% in West Germany (Pickel, 2017). However, frequent participation in religious
contexts allows the use of religious capital in those contexts. There, religious capital is
socially recognized by (religious) in-group members and can thus be applied. The
more individuals participate in religious activities, the higher the contextual fit of their
religious capital. Therefore, religious participation protects religious capital from devalu-
ation due to secularization.

Finally, for each facet of religion, specific effects on fear of crime can be formulated.
The theory of social production functions (Lindenberg, 1989, 1990) suggests that the for-
merly dominant social production function of religious individuals is losing relevance
(benefits of religious capital decrease due to secularization processes). Religious indivi-
duals’ relative disadvantage unleashed by social change means that their entire being is
called into question. To better fulfill the two ultimate goals—physical well-being and
social approval—a redefinition of the dominant social production function would have
to take place. This is comparable to a return of religion on the societal level, in other
words, a process of desecularization. Since a redefinition of the dominant social produc-
tion function is currently unlikely, the effects of secularization are prominent. The gen-
eralized insecurity approach (Gerber et al., 2010; Hirtenlehner and Farrall, 2013)
indicates that religious people project secularization-induced diffuse insecurities onto
the topic of crime, leading them to report a greater fear of crime. However, religion
only promotes fear of crime when there is no contextual fit for the individual’s religious
capital. Conversely, when there is a contextual fit for the individual’s religious capital,
religion may actually reduce the fear of crime. In summary, the following three hypoth-
eses are deduced:

m H;: Members of other denominations are more likely to fear crime than members of
mainline denominations and those unaffiliated with a religion.
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m H,: Religious belief is positively associated with fear of crime.

m Hj: Religious behavior is negatively associated with fear of crime.

The unique situation of East and West Germany considerably differing in their degrees
of secularization allows us to study the main argument—that secularization constitutes
the breeding ground upon which religious individuals’ fear of crime can flourish—
from an alternative perspective. As previously emphasized, the argument revolves
around (ongoing) social change; it is not about (static) social order. Thus, for religious
individuals, it is more relevant if they live in a secularizing country rather than an
already secularized one. A fortunate aspect of the present study is that processes of secu-
larization are largely complete in East Germany, while they are still ongoing in West
Germany (Pollack, 2008). This East-West difference can be traced back to the historical
40-year separation of the two German states and the politically enforced secularization
that occurred in East Germany during that period (Stolz et al., 2020). Analyzing the
link between religion and fear of crime separately for East and West Germany offers
the possibility to scrutinize the assumed effect of secularization. If secularization is the
driving force of fear of crime among religious individuals, the argument should predom-
inantly hold for West Germany and to a lesser extent for East Germany. This aligns with
prior research emphasizing the context specificity of religious effects on attitudes and
behaviors in general (for a general argument, see Siegers, 2019; for an application to
the German context, see Steinmann, 2020). Finally, an additional hypothesis concerning
the East—West difference is derived:

m Hj;: Religious effects that promote fear of crime should be stronger in West
Germany than in East Germany.

Data and methods

The question of whether religion promotes or reduces fear of crime is examined with the
2021 German General Social Survey (GGSS). The survey’s target population is a repre-
sentative cross-section of persons over 17 years of age in Germany. This survey wave is
particularly suited to answering the research question because of its focus on deviant
behavior and sanctions. The GGSS is a cross-sectional survey that has usually been con-
ducted every 2 years, since 1980 in West Germany and since 1991 in East Germany. Its
main purpose is to gather data on a broad spectrum of attitudes and practices of the
German population (Siegers et al., 2019). Owing to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
GGSS originally planned for 2020 was postponed by 1 year and was conducted for
the first time in a mixed-mode design. Participants could choose between a paper-
(3605 respondents) and a web-based (1737 respondents) self-administered questionnaire
(GESIS, 2022).

Measures

The dependent variable is a mean index derived from six items indicating respondents’
reported fear of crime (translated question wording: *For each of the following situations,
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please indicate the extent to which it makes you feel worried. To what extent do you feel
worried...?”). The index is representative of a wide range of (classic and newer) fears,
including ’being beaten and injured’, *being burgled’, *being attacked and robbed’,
"being sexually harassed’, ’becoming a victim of a terrorist attack’, ’becoming a victim
of fraud’, and ’your personal data being stolen on the internet’. Respondents were
asked to rate each fear on a scale from 1 (’not at all worried’) to 4 ("very worried’).

This measure of fear of crime satisfies the four criteria established by Ferraro and
LaGrange (2000: 81-82, see also Ferraro, 1995). These criteria stipulate that measures
should (1) address the affective rather than the cognitive element of fear of crime, (2)
explicitly refer to crime, (3) be offense-specific, and (4) refer to everyday situations
rather than hypothetical ones. As this is the first time the GGSS has captured fear of
crime in this way, a principal component analysis was carried out to examine the under-
lying factorial structure of the six items measuring fear of crime. Following the Kaiser—
Guttman criterion (Kaiser, 1991), retaining the factors with eigenvalues equal to or higher
than 1, the analysis using varimax rotation confirmed the hypothesized one-dimensional
factor structure (eigenvalue of 4.1). The factor accounted for 67.9% of the total variance.
The factor loadings ranged from 0.704 to 0.900.* The reliability coefficient of the con-
structed scale was good (o = 0.89).

To acknowledge the multifaceted nature of religion (Stark and Glock, 1968), the study
employs three measures of religion (belonging, belief, and behavior) as the main independ-
ent variables. Religious belonging was measured by differentiating between members of
mainline denominations (1—Protestant church’, 3—’Catholic church’), members of
other denominations (2—Protestant free church’, 4—another Christian denomination’, 5
—another non-Christian denomination’) and those without religious affiliation (0—’no reli-
gious denomination’). Religious belief was captured with a measure of subjective religiosity.
Respondents were asked to answer on a 10-point scale (from 1 ’not religious’ to 10 ’reli-
gious’). Religious behavior was measured by respondents’ frequency of worship attendance
on a 6-point scale ranging from "never’ (1) to "more than once a week’ (6). Both dimensions
of religion (belief and behavior) were queried from all respondents, irrespective of whether
they reported religious belonging.

To identify the effects of interest (different facets of religion on fear of crime), a care-
fully chosen set of control variables has been incorporated into the analysis. This decision
is made against the backdrop of the ongoing debate surrounding the criteria for distin-
guishing ’good’ and ’bad’ controls (Cinelli et al., 2022; Kohler et al., 2023). In
general, control variables were included if they were confounders, as evidenced by pre-
vious research (e.g., Ruiter and van Tubergen, 2009, for religion, and Hale, 1996, for fear
of crime),” and excluded if identified as colliders or mediators. The selected control vari-
ables include age (in years), gender, migration status, education, location in East vs. West
Germany, number of children in the household, rural or urban location, and whether
respondents were victims of a crime in the past 3 years.®

Sample, missing data, and weights

A total of 5342 respondents were surveyed. Due to a questionnaire split where aspects of
religious belief and victim of crime were not captured for 1750 respondents, the final
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sample consisted of 3592 individuals. Young et al. (2011) advise using multiple imputa-
tions when 5%—15% of the observations have missing values. If all respondents contain-
ing missing values were removed, this would lead to a loss of 414 cases (about 11.5% of
the sample). Thus, to keep the original sample size and leave standard errors unbiased
(Rubin, 1987), using all variables of the present study, multiple imputations by
chained equations (MICE) were applied (Royston and White, 2011). The MICE proced-
ure involves running multiple regression models, accounting for the variable types, to
model missing data as a function of all other variables. The procedure is an iterative
one and ideally leads to a convergence of the regression coefficients (Azur et al.,
2011). To increase the robustness of the imputations, 25 imputed datasets were generated.
Respondents from East Germany were oversampled compared to those from West
Germany. To provide representative results, a person-related East—-West weight was
used. All analyses were carried out with the statistical software Stata (version 14.2).

Results

In a first step, various characteristics of the group under study are described. Table 1 pre-
sents descriptive statistics for all variables.” With regard to fear of crime, on average,
respondents report being ‘somewhat worried’, scoring nearly a two on a scale ranging
from one to four. The belonging dimension indicates that secularization processes are
well-advanced. Individuals with no religious affiliation form the largest group (37%), fol-
lowed by members of the two mainline denominations (Protestant church: 26%, Catholic
church: 29%). Members of other denominations constitute a comparatively small part of
the population (about 2% each: Protestant free church, another Christian denomination,
and another non-Christian denomination). As religious belief and behavior are possible
regardless of belonging, both facets of religion are presented across all respondents.
For the belief dimension, the respondents gave an average of four on a 10-point scale.
The behavior dimension indicates that, on average, respondents attend religious services
’rarely’, scoring almost two on a 6-point scale. Although the descriptive statistics and pre-
vious studies (Pollack and Pickel, 2007) indicate that secularization in Germany is rather
widespread, there are still a lot of people who report being religious in at least one of the
three facets of religion. Furthermore, the results reveal differences between the East and
the West. Fear of crime is reported slightly more often in East Germany than in West
Germany (2.02 vs. 1.90). Finally, each facet of religion indicates the well-known
finding (Meulemann, 2019) that secularization processes are more developed in the
East than in West Germany. The religious heterogeneity within and between East and
West Germany allows investigation of whether religious belonging, belief, and behavior
are positively or negatively related to fear of crime.®

The second step consists of the multivariate analysis.” All main effects are displayed in
Figure 2. In general, they affirm the theoretically expected relationships. Concerning reli-
gious belonging, members of mainline denominations and the unaffiliated do not differ in
their fear of crime (Protestant church: 5=10.044, p =.280, CI1 [-0.036, 0.124], p = 0.024;
Catholic church: »=0.075, p=.085, CI [-0.011, 0.162], p = 0.042). In contrast,
members of other denominations are more likely to fear crime compared to the unaffili-
ated (Protestant free church: 5 =0.184, p =.085, CI [-0.026, 0.393], B = 0.035; another
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Figure 2. Effects of religion (belonging, belief, behavior) on fear of crime.

Note: The model (linear regression with unstandardized coefficients) includes all control variables (effects are
not reported).

Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.

Christian denomination: b=0.226, p=.044, CI [-0.007, 0.446], B = 0.045; another
non-Christian denomination: »=0.331, p=.008, CI [0.086, 0.576], p = 0.062). Thus,
the effects for members of another Christian denomination and other non-Christian reli-
gious denominations are not only notably strong, but they are the only ones that reach
conventional levels of statistical significance. Changes in reference category (from
unaffiliated to Protestant church or Catholic church) confirm the previous finding.'®
Members of other denominations more often fear crime compared to members of main-
line denominations. However, the effect is only statistically significant for members of
other non-Christian religious denominations. Because fear of crime is not exceptionally
high among all religious minority groups, the results only partially support the first
hypothesis (H;). Nevertheless, the findings tend to support the idea that the consequences
of secularization for individuals depend on how well their religious capital fits into the
context. The lack of contextual fit of religious minorities’ religious capital translates
into greater fear of crime. Religious belief is positively and statistically significantly asso-
ciated with fearing crime (b =0.020, p=.007, CI [0.006, 0.033], p = 0.074). Thus, the
findings confirm the second hypothesis (H,). The devaluation of religious capital
induced by secularization is severe for religious believers. The lack of contextual fit of
their religious capital leads to increased fear of crime. On the contrary, religious behavior
is negatively and statistically significantly related to fear of crime (b= —0.050, p =.006,
CI[-0.086, —0.015], p = —0.070). Thus, the findings are in line with the third hypothesis
(H3). Religious participation protects religious capital against devaluation due to secular-
ization, and the contextual fit of religious participants’ religious capital results in lower
fear of crime.

In sum, religion exhibits both effects—depending on the respective facet, it can either
promote or reduce fear of crime in Germany. To provide a clearer understanding of these
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religious effects, Figure 3 shows the predicted values of reporting fear of crime for four
exemplary cases. These respondents differ in their individual manifestations of religion,
but all control variables were held constant at their respective means.'" First, two extreme
cases are presented. Unaffiliated individuals who frequently attend religious services but
whose subjective religiosity is low (i.e., behaving without believing) score 1.60 on the
fear-of-crime scale. Conversely, members of another non-Christian denomination who
report high subjective religiosity but whose frequency of attending religious services is
low (i.e., believing without behaving) attain 2.31 on the fear-of-crime scale. Given
the rarity of these extreme cases, two in-between cases are displayed. Members of
the Protestant church who behave religiously without believing score 1.82 on the
fear-of-crime scale. Members of the Catholic church who believe without behaving reli-
giously attain a score of 2.00 on the fear-of-crime scale. Initially, the distinctions in fear of
crime among the four cases may not appear substantial. Considering that gender differ-
ences (comparing males and females: 0.22), probably the most discussed predictor of
fear of crime (e.g., Johansson and Haandrikman, 2021; LaGrange and Ferraro, 1989;
Schafer et al., 2006), are comparable to religious differences (comparing the two
in-between cases: 0.18), it becomes evident that religion plays a noteworthy role in
shaping fear of crime.

Lastly, an exploration into a potential East—West difference regarding the association
between religion and fear of crime is conducted. Figure 4 displays religious effects on fear
of crime interacted with East and West Germany.'? Although religious effects promoting
fear of crime are stronger in West Germany than in East Germany, no interaction effect is
proven to be statistically significant. Fearing crime is not exceptionally more frequent
among all religious minority groups in West Germany than it is in East Germany
(Protestant free church: 5=0.100, p=.283, CI [-0.083, 0.283], p = 0.053; another
Christian denomination: »=0.083, p=.812, CI [-0.602, 0.768], p = 0.016; another
non-Christian denomination: »=0.114, p=.777, CI [-0.677, 0.906], B = 0.021).
Additionally, the link between religious belief and fear of crime is not particularly

No religious denomination
and behaving without believing

Protestant church
and behaving without believing

Catholic church
and believing without behaving

Another non-Christian denomination
and believing without behaving

0 5 1 1.5 2 25
Fear of crime

Figure 3. Predicted values for fear of crime (four exemplary cases).
Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.
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Figure 4. Effects of religion (belonging, belief, behavior) on fear of crime (by East and West

Germany).

Note: The model (linear regression with unstandardized coefficients) includes all control variables (effects are
not reported).

Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.

strong in West Germany compared to East Germany (b=0.003, p =.834, CI [-0.028,
0.035], B = 0.013). Therefore, the findings contradict the fourth hypothesis (Hy).
Religious effects promoting fear of crime are not notably stronger in West Germany
than in East Germany.

Discussion and conclusion

This article delves into the role of religion in elucidating fear of crime, a topic that has
received limited attention in previous studies (e.g., Matthews et al., 2011; Schwadel
and Anderson, 2022), contributing to the open question of whether religion promotes
or reduces fear of crime. The generalized insecurity approach (Gerber et al., 2010;
Hirtenlehner and Farrall, 2013) and the theory of social production functions
(Lindenberg, 1989, 1990) were used to formulate specific hypotheses for different
facets of religion. In alignment with theoretical expectations, the empirical analysis
yielded evidence that (1) certain religious minority groups are particularly likely to
fear crime, (2) religious belief is positively linked to fear of crime, and (3) religious
behavior is associated with less fear of crime. In contrast to theoretical expectations
was the finding that (4) religious effects promoting fear of crime were equally strong
in East and West Germany.

The observed religious effects on fear of crime may appear paradoxical at first glance,
but this apparent contradiction dissipates with proper theoretical elaboration. Insights
from the generalized insecurity approach (Gerber et al., 2010; Hirtenlehner and Farrall,
2013) and argumentative embedding in the theory of social production functions
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(Lindenberg, 1989, 1990) clarify the paradoxical findings. Different facets of religion are
linked differently to fearing crime because the projection of secularization-induced
abstract insecurities only takes place for those individuals whose religious capital is
devaluated. Such a devaluation prevents the transformation of religious capital into
instrumental and ultimate goals. Not being able to achieve physical well-being and
social approval to a satisfactory degree makes it necessary to project the resulting
diffuse insecurities onto a more specific social problem. Thus, for religious individuals
whose religious capital is affected by secularization-induced devaluation, it may be func-
tional to fear crime.

The findings of this study align with a longstanding tradition of research on the para-
doxical effects of religion (Adorno et al., 1950; Allport, 1954). In criminological research
and beyond, uniform religious effects could rarely be identified. Examples of paradoxical
findings include religious effects on crime-related attitudes and behaviors (e.g., Adamczyk
et al,, 2017; Montagnet, 2023), extreme right-wing attitudes (e.g., Rebenstorf, 2018;
Schneider et al., 2021), voting for populist right-wing parties (e.g., Siegers and Jedinger,
2021; Steinmann, 2022), and anti-immigrant attitudes (e.g., Siegers, 2021; Steinmann,
2023).

Religious effects on fear of crime showed no context specificity. The question arises as
to the reasons for this lack of difference between East and West Germany. Two potential
answers to this question are briefly discussed. (1) The assumption that secularization in
East Germany is largely complete may be inaccurate. Despite substantial progress, there
is still further potential for a decline in religion in East Germany (Meulemann, 2019). If
secularization is currently ongoing in East and West Germany, then religious effects on
fear of crime should be the same in both states. (2) Social change and social order might
both have consequences for religious individuals’ fear of crime. In contrast to what was
expected, a lack of contextual fit of an individual’s religious capital might occur not only
in a secularizing country but also in a secular one. In the latter case, secularization con-
tinues to have an effect even after its completion. Such an aftereffect is not uncommon.
For instance, it has been shown that past processes of nation-building influence contem-
porary anti-immigrant attitudes (Hiers et al., 2017).

The present study is also subject to limitations, particularly with respect to data. (1)
With the data at hand, it is impossible to test the presented theoretical argument in its
entirety. This would require not only assessing respondents’ religious capital but also sur-
veying them to determine whether they realize their (instrumental and ultimate) goals
with the help of such capital. (2) Facets of religion beyond the common dimensions
(belonging, belief, behavior) cannot be considered. Because of this, different understand-
ings of religion might be crucial when explaining fear of crime. Religious capital related
to trans-religious orientations (EKD, 2022) or inclusive religious claims (Steinmann,
2022) is probably valued not only by religious individuals but also by secular ones.
Such understandings of religion are thus associated with a higher contextual fit of reli-
gious capital. (3) Of all three facets of fear of crime, affective, cognitive, and conative
(Gabriel and Greve, 2003), only the first could be addressed. (4) The data does not
allow for a more detailed differentiation between religious groups. For example, the
group of non-Christian religious denominations, which shows the strongest effect on
fear of crime, should be further dissected. Members of this religious minority, which
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mainly consists of Muslims, are usually feared the most (Zaatut and Jacobsen, 2023).
Thus, studying fear of crime among the feared is particularly promising.

Despite these limitations, this article complements existing victimological analyses of
religion and underscores the significance of situating the analyzed scenario within a
broader theoretical framework.
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Notes

1. In general, personal and social attitudes toward crime are differentiated. The former pertains to
the influence of crime on the individual, while the latter relates to the influence of crime on the
society (Hirtenlehner et al., 2018). Here, the focus is on the former.

2. Following Bourdieu (1986), religious capital is construed as accumulated labor in the religious
field—akin to the notion of cultural capital.

3. The theory of social production functions was initially formulated by Lindenberg (1989, 1990)
and later refined by himself and his colleagues (e.g., Lindenberg, 1996; Ormel et al., 1999).

4. An overview of the PCA results, encompassing all factor loadings, is presented in the
Appendix (Table Al).

5. Asthree of these variables (education, number of children in the household, and being a victim
of a crime) could potentially mediate the relations of interest, I re-ran the final analysis without
including these three variables. The results are presented in the Appendix (Table A4), and they
do not substantially deviate from those of the main analysis. Notably, religious effects even
become slightly larger, as expected when excluding potential mediators.

6.  All variables, questionnaire items, and encodings can be found in the Appendix (Table A2).

7. Detailed distributions of fear of crime and all three facets of religion are illustrated in the
Appendix (Figures Al1-A4). The figures indicate that the main independent variables
exhibit non-normal distributions. However, this is not a concern for the empirical analysis,
as independent variables do not necessarily need to follow a normal distribution to conduct
linear regression. Only the errors (residuals) should be normally distributed, and due to the
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central limit theorem, this assumption can even be relaxed if the sample size is large enough
(Pek et al., 2018).

8. An overview of bivariate relations between all main variables is shown in the Appendix
(Table A3). Consistent with prior research (EKD, 2022; Pollack and Pickel, 2003), correla-
tions between different facets of religion are high in some cases (e.g., religious belief and
behavior). However, multicollinearity is not a concern because variance inflation factors
(VIFs) are either below 2.5 or can be dismissed, given that the variables in question are
binary variables representing a categorical variable with three or more categories (O’Brien,
2017). VIFs are listed in the Appendix (Table A4).

9. Detailed findings, encompassing the effects of all control variables and a stepwise introduction
of independent variables are presented in the Appendix (Table A4). I am cautious when it
comes to the interpretation of control variables (Cinelli et al., 2022; Kohler et al., 2023).
However, if these effects are interpreted, they are in line with earlier research. For instance,
the findings show that females report increased fear of crime compared to males (Johansson
and Haandrikman, 2021), and migrants tend to report fear of crime more often than non-
migrants (Bolesta and Fiihrer, 2022).

10. Results considering alternative reference categories can be found in the Appendix (Table AS).

11. Detailed information on how predicted values were calculated can be found in the Appendix
(Table A6).

12. Detailed results on interaction effects are shown in the Appendix (Table A7).

References

Adamczyk A, Freilich JD and Kim C (2017) Religion and crime: A systematic review and assess-
ment of next steps. Sociology of Religion 78(2): 192-232.

Adorno TW, Frenkel-Brunswik E, Levinson D, et al. (1950) The Authoritarian Personality.
New York: Harper & Brothers.

Allport GW (1954) The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge: Addison-Wesley.

Azur MJ, Stuart EA, Frangakis C, et al. (2011) Multiple imputation by chained equations: What is it and
how does it work? International Journal of Methods in Psychiatric Research 20(1): 40-49.

Bauman Z (2006) Liquid Fear. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Beck U (1992) Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity. London: Sage.

Becker GS (1976) The Economic Approach to Human Behavior. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Berger PL (1967) The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological Theory of Religion. New York:
Anchor.

Boers K (2003) Fear of violent crime. In: Heitmeyer W and Hagan J (eds) International Handbook
of Violence Research. Dordrecht: Springer, 1131-1149.

Bolesta DS, Fiihrer JL (2022) Kriminalitdtsfurcht und wahrgenommene Kriminalititsentwicklung. In:
Bolesta DS, Fiihrer JL, Bender R, etal (eds) Panel zur Wahrnehmung von Kriminalitit und
Strafiditer:innen (PaWaKS): Ergebnisse der ersten Erhebungswelle. Chemnitz: Zentrum fiir krimi-
nologische Forschung Sachsen, 1-26.

Bourdieu P (1986) The forms of capital. In: Richardson JG (ed) Handbook of Theory and Research
for the Sociology of Education. Westport: Greenwood Press, 241-258.

Cinelli C, Forney A and Pearl J (2022) A Crash Course in Good and Bad Controls. Sociological
Methods & Research: 1-34. DOIL: 10.1177/00491241221099552.

Doran BJ and Burgess MB (2012) Why is fear of crime a serious social problem? In: Doran BJ and
Burgess MB (eds) Putting Fear of Crime on the Map: Investigating Perceptions of Crime
Using Geographic Information Systems. New York: Springer, 9-23.


https://doi.org/10.1177/00491241221099552

Steinmann 21

DW (2020) New Year’s Eve in Cologne: 5 years after the mass assaults. Available at: https:/www.
dw.com/en/new-years-eve-in-cologne-5-years-after-the-mass-assaults/a-56073007.

DW (2023) What’s behind NYE attacks on German police, firefighters? Available at: https:/www.
dw.com/en/whats-behind-nye-attacks-on-german-police-firefighters/a-64266080.

EKD (2022) Zwischen Ndchstenliebe und Abgrenzung: Eine interdisziplindre Studie zu Kirche und
politischer Kultur. Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt.

Esser H (1996) Ethnische Konflikte als Auseinandersetzung um den Wert von kulturellem Kapital.
In: Heitmeyer W (ed) Die bedringte Toleranz: Ethnisch-kulturelle Konflikte, religiose
Differenzen und die Gefahren politisierter Gewalt. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 64-99.

Ferraro KF (1995) Fear of Crime: Interpreting Victimization Risk. New York: State University of
New York Press.

Ferraro KF and LaGrange R (2000) The measurement of fear of crime. In: Ditton J and Farrall S
(eds) The Fear of Crime. London: Routledge, 70-101.

Furstenberg F (1971) Public reaction to crime in the streets. The American Scholar 40(4): 601-610.

Gabriel U and Greve W (2003) The psychology of fear of crime. Conceptual and methodological
perspectives. British Journal of Criminology 43(3): 600-614.

Gadd D and Jefterson T (2009) Anxiety, defensiveness and the fear of crime. In: Farrall S and Lee
M (eds) Fear of Crime: Critical Voices in an Age of Anxiety. Abingdon: Routledge-Cavendish,
125-142.

Gerber MM, Hirtenlehner H and Jackson J (2010) Insecurities about crime in Germany, Austria and
Switzerland: A review of research findings. Furopean Journal of Criminology 7(2): 141-157.

Gérxhani K, Graaf Nd and Raub W (2022) Handbook of Sociological Science. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar.

GESIS (2022) Alligemeine Bevolkerungsumfiage der Sozialwissenschaften ALLBUS 2021.

Giddens A (1990) The Consequences of Modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Girling E, Loader I and Sparks R (2000) Crime and Social Change in Middle England: Questions of
Order in an English Town. London: Routledge.

Gray E, Jackson J and Farrall S (2008) Reassessing the fear of crime. European Journal of
Criminology 5(3): 363-380.

Hale C (1996) Fear of crime: A review of the literature. International Review of Victimology 4(2):
79-150.

Hart TC, Chataway M and Mellberg J (2022) Measuring fear of crime during the past 25 years: A
systematic quantitative literature review. Journal of Criminal Justice 82: 101988.

Heath L and Gilbert K (1996) Mass media and fear of crime. American Behavioral Scientist 39(4):
379-386.

Hiers W, Soehl T and Wimmer A (2017) National trauma and the fear of foreigners: How past geo-
political threat heightens anti-immigration sentiment today. Social Forces 96(1): 361-388.

Hirtenlehner H and Farrall S (2013) Anxieties about modernization, concerns about community,
and fear of crime. International Criminal Justice Review 23(1): 5-24.

Hirtenlehner H, Hummelsheimer-Doss D and Sessar K (2018) Kriminalititsfurcht: Uber die Angst
der Biirger vor dem Verbrechen. In: Hermann D and Poge A (eds) Kriminalsoziologie:
Handbuch fiir Wissenschaft und Praxis. Baden-Baden: Nomos, 459—474.

Hollway W and Jefferson T (1997) The risk society in an age of anxiety: Situating fear of crime.
British Journal of Sociology 48(2): 255-266.

Jackson J (2004) Experience and expression: Social and cultural significance in the fear of crime.
British Journal of Criminology 44(6): 946-966.

Johansson S and Haandrikman K (2023) Gendered fear of crime in the urban context: A compara-
tive multilevel study of women’s and men’s fear of crime. Journal of Urban Affairs 45(7):
1238-1264.


https://www.dw.com/en/new-years-eve-in-cologne-5-years-after-the-mass-assaults/a-56073007
https://www.dw.com/en/new-years-eve-in-cologne-5-years-after-the-mass-assaults/a-56073007
https://www.dw.com/en/new-years-eve-in-cologne-5-years-after-the-mass-assaults/a-56073007
https://www.dw.com/en/whats-behind-nye-attacks-on-german-police-firefighters/a-64266080
https://www.dw.com/en/whats-behind-nye-attacks-on-german-police-firefighters/a-64266080
https://www.dw.com/en/whats-behind-nye-attacks-on-german-police-firefighters/a-64266080

22 European Journal of Criminology 0(0)

Johnson LM, Matthews T and Ayers E (2018) Religious identity and perceptions of criminal justice
effectiveness. Religions 9(5): 157.

Kaiser HF (1991) Coefficient alpha for a principal component and the Kaiser-Guttman rule.
Psychological Reports 68: 855-858.

Kirkpatrick L (1992) An attachment-theory approach psychology of religion. International Journal
for the Psychology of Religion 2(1): 3-28.

Kohler U, Class F and Sawert T (2023) Control variable selection in applied quantitative sociology:
A critical review. European Sociological Review 1-14. DOI: 10.1093/esr/jcac078.

LaGrange R and Ferraro KF (1989) Assessing age and gender differences in perceived risk and fear
of crime. Criminology; An Interdisciplinary Journal 27(4): 697-720.

Lindenberg S (1989) Social production functions, deficits, and social revolutions: Prerevolutionary
France and Russia. Rationality and Society 1(1): 51-77.

Lindenberg S (1990) Rationalitdt und Kultur: Die verhaltenstheoretische Basis des Einflusses von
Kultur auf Transaktionen. In: Haferkamp H (ed) Sozialstruktur und Kultur. Frankfurt am
Main: Suhrkamp, 249-287.

Lindenberg S (1996) Continuities in the theory of social production functions. In: Ganzeboom H
and Lindenberg S (eds) Verklarende Sociologie: Opstellen voor Reinhard Wippler.
Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers, 169-184.

Lotz R (1979) Public anxiety about crime. Pacific Sociological Review 22(2): 241-254.

Manzo G2021) Research Handbook on Analytical Sociology. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Matthews T, Johnson LM and Jenks C (2011) Does religious involvement generate or inhibit fear of
crime? Religions 2(4): 485-503.

Meulemann H (2019) Ohne Kirche leben. Wiesbaden: Springer.

Montagnet CL (2023) The variable association between religiosity and delinquency. Crime &
Delinquency 69(10): 2046-2072.

Miiller O and Pollack D (2022) Religiositdt, gesellschaftliche Einstellungen und politische
Orientierungen in Deutschland. Zeitschrift fiir Religion, Gesellschafi und Politik 6(2):
669-695.

O’Brien RM (2017) Dropping highly collinear variables from a model: Why it typically is not a
good idea. Social Science Quarterly 98(1): 360-375.

O’Mahony D and Quinn K (1999) Fear of crime and locale: The impact of community related
factors upon fear of crime. International Review of Victimology 6(3): 231-251.

Ormel J, Lindenberg S, Steverink N, et al. (1999) Subjective well-being and social production func-
tions. Social Indicators Research 46(1): 61-90.

Pearce LD, Uecker JE and Denton ML (2019) Religion and adolescent outcomes: How and under
what conditions religion matters. Annual Review of Sociology 45: 201-222.

Pek J, Wong O and Wong ACM (2018) How to address non-normality: A taxonomy of approaches,
reviewed, and illustrated. Frontiers in Psychology 9: 2104.

Pickel G (2017) Religiositit in Deutschland und Europa — Religidse Pluralisierung und
Séakularisierung auf soziokulturell variierenden Pfaden. Zeitschrift fiir Religion, Gesellschaft
und Politik 1(1): 37-74.

Pollack D (2008) Religious change in Europe: Theoretical considerations and empirical findings.
Social Compass 55(2): 168-186.

Pollack D and Pickel G (2003) Deinstitutionalisierung des Religidsen und religidse
Individualisierung in Ost- und Westdeutschland. Kdlner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und
Sozialpsychologie 55(3): 447-474.

Pollack D and Pickel G (2007) Religious individualization or secularization? Testing hypotheses of
religious change—The case of eastern and western Germany. British Journal of Sociology
58(4): 603-632.


https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcac078

Steinmann 23

Rader N (2017) Fear of crime. In: Rader N (ed) Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Criminology and
Criminal Justice. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1-19.

Rader NE and Haynes SH (2014) Avoidance, protective, and weapons behaviors: An examination
of constrained behaviors and their impact on concerns about crime. Journal of Crime and
Justice 37(2): 197-213.

Rebenstorf H (2018) ,,Rechte Christen? — Empirische Analysen zur Affinitét christlich-religidser
und rechtspopulistischer Positionen. Zeitschrift fiir Religion, Gesellschaft und Politik 2(2):
313-333.

Royston P and White IR (2011) Multiple imputation by chained equations (MICE): Implementation
in Stata. Journal of Statistical Software 45(4): 1-20.

Rubin DB (1987) Multiple Imputation for Nonresponse in Surveys. New York: Wiley.

Ruiter S and van Tubergen F (2009) Religious attendance in cross-national perspective: A multi-
level analysis of 60 countries. American Journal of Sociology 115(3): 863-895.

Schafer JA, Huebner BM and Bynum TS (2006) Fear of crime and criminal victimization:
Gender-based contrasts. Journal of Criminal Justice 34(3): 285-301.

Schneider V, Pickel G and Oztiirk C (2021) Was bedeutet Religion fiir Rechtsextremismus?
Empirische Befunde zu Verbindungen zwischen Religiositét, Vorurteilen und rechtsextremen
Einstellungen. Zeitschrift fiir Religion, Gesellschaft und Politik 5(2): 557-597.

Schwadel P and Anderson AL (2022) Religion and Americans’ fear of crime in the 21st century.
Review of Religious Research 64(1): 145-161.

Sessar K (2010) Kriminalitdtseinstellungen und sozialer Wandel. Gleichzeitig eine
Auseinandersetzung mit Forschungen zur Verbrechensfurcht und Punitivitit. Monatsschrift
fiir Kriminologie und Strafirechtsreform 93(5): 361-381.

Seto CH and Said I (2022) Religious perceptions of crime and implications for punitiveness.
Punishment & Society 24(1): 46-68.

Shechory-Bitton M and Cohen-Louck K (2018) Does fear of terrorism differ from fear of crime and
sexual assault: A question of geographical location and residential area. International Journal
of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology 62(3): 806-826.

Siegers P (2019) Is the influence of religiosity on attitudes and behaviors stronger in less religious or
more religious societies? A review of theories and contradictory evidence. Kélner Zeitschrift
fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 71: 491-517.

Siegers P (2021) The religious become tolerant: The changing relationship between religiosity and
anti-immigrant attitudes in Germany from 1980 to 2016. In: Schulz S, Siegers P, Westle B and
Hochman O (eds) (In)Toleranz in der Einwanderungsgesellschaft? Einstellungen zu
Migranten in Deutschland und Europa. Wiesbaden: Springer, 161-197.

Siegers P and Jedinger A (2021) Religious immunity to populism: Christian religiosity and public
support for the alternative for Germany. German Politics 30(2): 149-169.

Siegers P, Schulz S and Hochman O (2019) FEinstellungen und Verhalten der deutschen
Bevolkerung. Analysen mit dem ALLBUS. Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden.
Smith C (2003) Theorizing religious effects among American adolescents. Journal for the Scientific

Study of Religion 42(1): 17-30.

Stafford M, Chandola T and Marmot M (2007) Association between fear of crime and mental health
and physical functioning. American Journal of Public Health 97(11): 2076-2081.

Stark R and Glock CY (1968) American Piety: The Nature of Religious Commitment. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Steinmann J-P (2020) Religiosity and natives’ social contact with new refugees. Explaining differ-
ences between East and West Germany. International Journal of Intercultural Relations 74
189-205.



24 European Journal of Criminology 0(0)

Steinmann J-P (2022) (K)eine immunisierende Wirkung? Eine binnendifferenzierte Analyse zum
Zusammenhang zwischen christlicher Religiositdit und der Wahl rechtspopulistischer
Parteien. Kolner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 74(1): 33-64.

Steinmann J-P (2023) Hochreligiés und migrantenfreundlich? Der nichtlineare Zusammenhang
zwischen Religiositdt und Fremdenfeindlichkeit in Deutschland. Zeitschrift fiir Religion,
Gesellschaft und Politik 7(1): 419-445.

Stolz J, Konemann J, Schneuwly Purdie M, et al. (2016) (Un)believing in Modern Society:
Religion, Spirituality, and Religious-Secular Competition. London: Routledge.

Stolz J, Pollack D and Graaf Nd (2020) Can the state accelerate the secular transition?
Secularization in East and West Germany as a natural experiment. European Sociological
Review 36(4): 626-642.

Vail KE, Rothschild ZK, Weise DR, et al. (2010) A terror management analysis of the psycho-
logical functions of religion. Personality and Social Psychology Review 14(1): 84-94.

Warr M (2000) Fear of crime in the United States: Avenues for research and policy. Criminal
Justice 4(4): 451-489.

Yamane D (2016) Awash in a sea of faith and firearms: Rediscovering the connection between
religion and gun ownership in America. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 55(3):
622-636.

Young W, Weckman G and Holland W (2011) A survey of methodologies for the treatment of
missing values within datasets: Limitations and benefits. Theoretical Issues in Ergonomics
Science 12(1): 15-43.

Zaatut A and Jacobsen SK (2023) Fear among the feared: Arab Americans’ fear of crime in an
ethnic enclave community. Crime & Delinquency 69(3): 630-655.



Steinmann 25

Appendix

Table Al. Principal component analysis with varimax rotation using six fear-of-crime items.
Eigenvalues Factor

loadings

Total % of variance ~ Cumulative %

Factor | 4.1 67.9 67.9 Being beaten and injured 0.857

Factor2 0.6 10.3 78.2 Being burgled 0.827

Factor 3 0.5 7.6 85.8 Being attacked and robbed 0.900

Factor4 0.3 59 91.7 Being sexually harassed 0.810

Factor 5 0.3 5.0 96.7 Becoming a victim of a 0.836

terrorist attack
Factor 6 0.2 33 100.0 Becoming a victim of fraud 0.704

Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.

Table A2. Model variables used in the analyses.

Variable Questionnaire item

Values

Fear of crime For each of the following situations, please
indicate the extent to which it makes you feel
worried. To what extent do you feel
worried...?

- being beaten and injured

- being burgled

- being attacked and robbed

- being sexually harassed

- becoming a victim of a terrorist attack

- becoming a victim of fraud

May | ask what religious denomination you
belong to?

Religious
belonging

Religious belief Would you say that you are rather religious or

A wpNp —

U weN

o

. Another

. Not at all worried
. Somewhat worried
. Rather worried

. Very worried

. No religious

denomination

. Protestant church

. Protestant free church
. Catholic church

. Another Christian

denomination
non-Christian
denomination

. Not religious

|
rather not religious? 2. Religious
Religious As arule, how often do you go to church—or to |. Never
behavior the mosque, synagogue, or other house of 2. Rarely
God? 3. Several times a year

(Continued)
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Table A2. (Continued)

Variable Questionnaire item Values
4. One to three times a
month
5. Once a week
6. More than once a week
Age (in years) Please tell me what month and year you were 1096 Years
born in
Gender Areyou...? I. Male
2. Female
3. Divers
Migrant Were you born within the current borders of  |. No migrant
Germany? In what country was your father 2. Migrant
born? And in what country was your mother
born?
Education What general school leaving certificate do you |. No certificate
have? 2. Lowest level
3. Intermediary level
4. Qualification for
university
East vs. West Region of interview I. West Germany
Germany 2. East Germany
Children (in Do any other persons live in this household I. No children
household) apart from you? Please tell me about the 2. Children
household members’ family relationship.
Rural vs. urban Which of the categories on the list best I. Farm or home in the
continuum describes where you live? country
2. Country village
3. Small city or town
4. Suburb or outskirts of a
big city
5. Big city
Victim of crime  Have you been the victim of a crime in the last 3 |. No victim of crime
years? 2. Victim of crime

Source: GGSS 2021.
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Table A5. Multivariate analyses on fear of crime (alternative reference categories).

(M4a)

ref. = Protestant church

(M4b)
ref. = Catholic church

Religious belonging

No religious denomination —0.04 —-0.08
(0.04) (0.04)
Protestant church — -0.03
— (0.04)
Protestant free church 0.14 0.11
©.11) —
Catholic church 0.03 —
(0.04) (0.04)
Another Christian denomination 0.18 0.15
©.11) 0.11)
Another non-Christian denomination 0.29%* 0.26*
(0.12) 0.12)
Religious belief 0.02%* 0.02%*
(0.01) (0.01)
Religious behavior —0.05% —0.05*
(0.02) (0.02)
Constant 2. g 2.2 |#k
0.16) (0.17)
Observations 3592 3592
Average R 0.07 0.07
Average adjusted R 0.07 0.07

Note: Linear regression (unstandardized coefficients and standard errors in parentheses); * p <.05. %% p < .0 *¥*

p <.001; the model controls for all confounders (effects are not reported).
Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.

Table Aé6. Predicted values (detailed information).

Predicted value of

Religious belief  Religious behavior fear of crime

No religious denomination and I Cnot 6 ('more than oncea  |.60
behaving without believing religious’) week’)

Protestant church and behaving 2 3 (’several times a 1.82
without believing year’)

Catholic church and believing 8 2 (rarely’) 2.00
without behaving

Another non-Christian 10 (religious’) | (’never’) 231

denomination and believing
without behaving

Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.
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Table A7. Multivariate analyses on fear of crime (by East and West Germany).

(Me)
Main effects
Religious belonging (ref. = no religious denomination)
Protestant church —-0.03
(0.08)
Protestant free church —-0.03
(0.13)
Catholic church 0.03
(0.12)
Another Christian denomination 0.160
(0.33)
Another non-Christian denomination 0.23
(0.39)
Religious belief 0.02
(0.0l)
Religious behavior —0.09*+*
(0.03)
West Germany (ref. = East Germany) —0.3 |+
(0.06)
Interaction effects
Protestant church X West Germany 0.10
(0.09)
Protestant free church X West Germany 0.26
(0.18)
Catholic church X West Germany 0.06
(0.13)
Another Christian denomination X West Germany 0.08
(0.35)
Another non-Christian denomination X West Germany 0.11
(0.40)
Religious belief X West Germany 0.00
(0.02)
Religious behavior X West Germany 0.05
(0.04)
Constant 223k
0.17)
Observations 3592
Average R? 0.07

Note: Linear regression (unstandardized coefficients and standard errors in parentheses); * p <.05. ** p < .0 *¥*

p <.001; the model controls for all confounders (effects are not reported).

Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.
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Figure Al. Distribution of dependent variable (fear of crime).
Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.
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Figure A2. Distribution of independent variable (religious belonging).
Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.
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Figure A3. Distribution of independent variable (religious belief).
Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.
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Figure A4. Distribution of independent variable (religious behavior).
Source: GGSS 2021, own calculation.
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